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| Educational Implications ‘ - '

Previous studies conducted with normally~hearing students have revealed

T e e k4 ¢ o . . ¢
the coriticalness of classroom’structure and student participatiosn 1n classroom

,'sityations. Overall, consistent findings are that both affective and learning

performance outcomes are enhanced by high structure and/or high participation. .

However, more specific analyses and findings indicate that instrudtional
outcomes due to structure or part1c1pat10n vary from student to student,

- -~ with some learners doing bétter in low part1c1pat10n and/or structure classroom

" conditions. Two student aptitudes’whieh have been shown to be critical in ‘ ‘
~ - : . " . a
this way are perceived locus of control and manifest anxiety.

.

Locus of‘Contrdl

h H)‘ . 3 3 3 ) .
., ' students with a relatively "internal" perceived locusjﬂf control tend
/" ,to ascribe the cdnsequences of their activities to their own behaviors and

“© . effort expenditure and hence assume responsibility- for them. Such'individuals

A have been shown to prefer and to learn more under instructional situations o ,
which prOV1de low sttucture.. Conversely, "1nternals" léast prefer and learn

1ess under.highly structured situations. "Externals," on the other hand, ’;f

] a

‘tend to ascribe what happens to them as due to external, uncontrollable forces, .

v

such as other students, the teacher, iuck, etc. Students with an external

. ..
-

control orientation typically'prefer and 1eern;more under highly structured
instruétidnal»situatidns. E, . : Lt - A

; R . : N -
. The present study provides a replication'of these effects%for hearing-
1mpalred 1earners, and’efflrms thé criticalness -of such con31derat10ns fer« | )
.

NTID students. F1nd1ngs unequ1voca11y 1nd1cate that pred1¢tab1y dlfferent

" instructional outcomes occur due to such combinations of students' perceived

e

locus of pontrolvorientation and structural/participatory features of classroom

Y

situations.
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Manifest Anxiety
- Manifest anxiety refers to a person's relatively stable tendency to

react to a given situation with a debilitative emotional response. Previous -

o

) .
instructional research has consistently demonstrated that students high in

manifest anxiety learn best under low participation classroom situatione.
Similaily, students with.a low potential for an anxiety response do best
under a high participetion sifmation, The finqimgs‘from the present studf
provide a demonstrafion‘of this finding for hearing-impaired students in

4 ‘
terms of their ratings of various aspects of.thﬁ‘instructional situation.

One implication is that NTID and othefbhearing;impaired students vary

v -

in their reactions to the iﬁstruc;ional situations investigated in ways quite
similar to‘normally-heEriog.students. This suggests the applieability of
the vast amount of premious instructional research with.normally—hearing'
studemts at least for hypothesis generation.

i A second implication of tmese'findings is that,stmdents who are inadver-
tently mismatched in terms of their umique styles and a given instructional

"situation may have an unnecessarily difficult time. Counselors need to be

sen31tive to such pOSSibilities and either work with individual students

K

‘ to fac111tate their adaptatlon or to rea331gn them ware multiple Sections

4

~exist. . : '

Lastly, khe findings from the present and fature studies which indicate

o the criticalness of student individual differences present a philosophical

dilemma: Should individual differences be accdmmodated,'thereby maximizing

immediate instructlonal outcomes? The danger here is that-such accommodation

.

would extract the cost of making our- gtudents even less capable of dea.ing

. e

. with situations which a;e incongruent with their uniquenesses. On the other

.

we 6
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hand, the cost of adaptation is lowered immediate instructional outcomes
D .

" and negative psychological and emotional reactions. The solution probably

lies somewhere in the middle. That is, given the findings presented in this
“ : ;
. ° V - . - ) )
teport, decision makers must address these 1ssues, and determine which 1s
: , : ,
best for the student*in terms of the criticalness and immediacy of specific
. . : ¢ )

. . . ! ’
instructional outcomes. '

A
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Abstract

. v .
. Previously conducted studies which have revealed aptitude-by-treatment

interactions involving classroom structure, student pérticipation, locus
‘of control, and trait anxiegy are reviewed. This research, which was berfdrméd
Awith normally-hearing subjects, has yielded %@nsistent, thebretically Soundv
'find{ngs which conforﬁ to a person-environment fit model. Thé primary purposé
of the present sfuay was t; examine the relevance of these previous .findings
to hearkng-impaired persons. .Subjects were iﬁstrdcted according to behavioral
. specifications for low versus high parficipation'and structure in an experi-
mental facsimile of a class session; 'Analyées revealed aptitude-by-treatment
interactions involving structure, participation, locus of control, and trait
anxiety. Findings were generally consistent with previous findings with

normally-hearing subjects and with the concept of trait—by—treétment—by task

-
-

interactions. i
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Classroom Structure and Student Participation:
An Aptitude-by-Treatment
Interaction Approach to Instructional

. Research for.theeﬂearing—lmpaired

Backgroﬁpd andde;pose

Prior to 1960 research on classroom instruction for normally-hearing

-

students focused on comparing different methods. Studies investigated both

learning performance and attitudinal outcomes for various instructional tech-
) . /W )
niques, including lecture, discussion, open classrooms, etc. The underlying

assumption which gave rise-to a plethcra of such studies (Dubin and Taveggia;

1968 reviewed over -100) was that a single, optimal method of instruction
for all students was possible. This vast body of research has failed to

support this position. Most findings have indicated no difference between

instructional methods, while an equal ‘number of studies produced significant

results supporting contradictory conclusions.
Subsequently, the philosophy and ;ese;rch domain either termed Aptitude-
Treatment Interactions (Cronbach and Snow, 1977) or Trait-Treatment Interac-

tions (Berliner and Cahen, 1973) became the focus of 1nstruct10nal research.

144 This perspective is based on a person-env1ronment\f1t model (Pervin, 1968)

and takes into account learners' instructionally relevant 1nd1v1dua1 differ-

" ences (aptitudes or traits), Research over the past decade has produced

many35ueh studies which have yielded consistent, theoretically sound and

.

pedagogically-important findings (see Cronbach & Snow, 1977).

Many studies have examined various aspects of classroom structure and/or

-

student participation. As a result huch is known regarding many critical




» . . . ) )
stryctural and participatory aspects and their interactions with certain

« aptitude variehles. These include perceived locus of control (Rotter, 1966)
‘ and trait anxiety‘(Taylor, 1953). While there is. every reason to expect
that the findings uncovered are appliceble to the.hearing-impaired, emoirical
demonstration is lacking. The.primary purpose of the present stuci was to
investigate ¥nstructional outcomes for hearing—iqpaired students due to class-

room structure and student participation in interaction with locus of control

i
x
- -

and trait anxiety. : o

- -

1
3

s

~

v'leviéw of Studies

Locus of Contrgl and Structure . )

,Locus of control first emerged as a'psychological construct within the L.

context’ of social learning theory in the ear1y41960's. Since then, a vast

.

number of empirical studies have been” performed and numerous position papers ,

and literature .reviews have been written. As a result, a great deal is known

T e . . .
about locus of control. The findings consistently indicate the criticalness .,
. of locus of control in interaction with classroom structure.

Rotter (1966) orlglnally formulated the psychologlcal construct and

re1ated theory which states that self-percelved locus of control is d1str1buted

" ”

" such that two distinctly different types of persons may be identified. "In-
ternals" are those who ascribe the consequences of their activities to their i

. : e ' . -

own behaviors and hence assume responsibility fer them. Their perceived

v

locus of control is, thus; internal in the sense. that they“believe there

.

¢
-

internals be11eve that they caﬁ change (or control) their

4 v

Y . . ’ .
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"Externals," on the other. hand, ascribe the consequences of their behavior

to forces outside of themselves, i.e., Peyond their influence. Fate, luck,

. and powerful others are examples of such outside forces which ‘represent exter-
nal loci of control. 1Individuals holding this view of the world are not
or less aware of or do not recogniie the causal lfny between their'behaviors
and thé consequences thereof. | |

Aptitude-by-treatment interactions (ATIS) between perceived locus of

control and certain structural aspects of instructional s1tuat1ons have been
demonstrated by several stud1es.. Although def1n1t1ons of structure employed
vary somewhat from study to study, tne’ f1nd1ngs are theoretically sound

R

cons1stent and 1nd1cate that lacus of control.ls a cr1t1ca1 moderator var1ah1e

. S \Hqu”b
. % PR - Y

;ﬁ’,;blth gespect to~var10us aspects'of sEfUcture. e ;Fiﬂ;né,g;~xr

-

ot N
£ T Jl’-. B . . i LN T e P'x"

Arllw (1975) ‘studied the interactive effect of’ task and c1ass structure
and 10cus~of‘control on pup11 att1tud$s. Th1rty intact 4th, 6th, and 8th
Agrade c1asses‘were employed. Structure was defined by principal's nominations
of teachers as either excellent open teachers or excellent traditronal teachers
and supervisor ratings of teachers on an independently validated instrument
(Arlin & Palm, 1974). Only teachers with consistent categorizations were
included, and the rating scale assessed use of space, use of time, activities

of children, content or topics, origin of activity, initiation of teacher-

- pupil interactidn, teaching target, and pupil-pupil interaction. The IAR
(Crandall, Katkovsky &’Crandail, 1965) served as a measure of locus of control.
Results indicated, on a student attitude questionnaire, that internals expressed

more positive attitudes than externals to low-structure teaching environments.

-

e - |

s ’




, . )
’ - ’ :
o When the instructional experience occurred within a highly structured environ-

. ment there was no difference between internals and externals in terms of
students' ratings. This suggests, within the context of this study, that ‘.
_— imposed structure served a'compensatory function for externals in terms of

their expressed satisfaction.*
Another quite similar study is reported by Rich and Bush (1978). College

.

students were classified as internals or externals according to Rotter's

-

I-E Scale (Rotter, 1966). Students evaluated high and low faculty—contr61

instructional styles by compieting a questionnaire following each class ses~’
sion. High control was defined in terms of lecturing, directing, or providing
infermation, and iow control in terms of student verbal or‘physical partici-
Bation, either independently or student-to—studentt As the authors bypothe:
sized, students in instructional conditions theoretically congruent with

‘their own locus of control orientation (i.e., external students/high control
and internal students/low contfdl) made more positive evéluatibns than students
in situations judged incongrdent'with.their own styles (external studgnts/low
coﬁ;fol and internal students/hiéh control).

Parent, Forﬁard, Canter, aﬂd Mohling (1975) similarly-examined interac-—
tions b.tween locus of control and structure. These investigatdrs, however,
employed>a'méasure of iearning performance as well as satisfaction rati&gs
as criteria. The Rotter I-E scale was employed to identify. {nternals and
externals, and structure was defimed according to empirical dimensions extracted
from gubjegtvdescriptions'of moétband least disciplined classes on é pgetést

“

questionnaire. - The high discipline condition imposed rules (strictness)
related to not talking in class, not smoking, and not leaving the room without

permission. Other characteristics included were structure, pressure, pace,

-

B

ERIC. . - 12
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and fofmality. Conversely, the low discipline condirion'required-self;pacing,

was informal, -and imposed no rules.g Subjects were randomly assigned to either
\ . N &8 . T o N ’ . .o

of these conditions and taught a twofhour'mini—course on cdmputer programming.

Performance on _an 1mmed1ate postteSt was - as expected Intefnals peé%ormed

- N . - .

better and indicatéd greater satlsfactlon under the low structure condltlon,w

and externals demonstrated greafer ach1evement "and satisfaction under the .
. A .
hxgh structure cond1t1ons. - o ' “

Daniels & Stevens (1976) s1m11ar1y exam1ned learning performance as

a function of structureland locus of control. Extreme scorers on the Rotter
" . . . A “ 4 . .
I-E scale were randomly assigned to traditional teacher controlled or to

self-directed contract plan sections of an undergraduate psychology course.:

.

In the.teacher controlled (structured) sections students were required to
. . ¢

- attend all lectures and complete assigned readings. Weekly quizzes and feed-

. back, using a norm—referencéd grading system, were employed. Stullents in
- . A

~

£

the self-directed (unstructured) learning groups contracted for grades at
the outset of the  course. Requirements for various grade levels were stipu-

lated and students chose areas of focus and specific projects. Lecture at-

tendance and weekly quizzesvéere optfonal and if completed projects were

“unacceptable. students were-g1ven feedback and allowed to make changes without

penalty. All students were adm1n1stered a 75-item mu1t1p1e—cho'ce ach1evement

N )

test immediatety follbwing the 8-week course in introductory psychology.

[ .

Statistical analyses,” ‘which controlled for GPA and SAT math, revealed f1nd1ngs

consistent with other stud1es, Learn1ng performance was maxlmlzed for inter-

nals under the unstructured condition while externals achieved more following
the traditional, structuredfmethod of instruction.
2 . N ‘ ~

» .
. -
N « N




The precceding findings consistently indicatc ATls involving structure
- - and locus of éontrolr Wh11e Arlin (1975) and Rich'& Bush (1978) employed

A wstudeqt satisfaction as their criterion, Parént et al. (197)) “and Dan1e1s

o . ) —

& Stevens (1976) extend that finding to include student achievement. Moreover,

. . £ . w . . . .
the consistency of findings is remarkable in view of already noted variations -
14

in structural features and student age levels employed. 1In all cases, high

structure produced optimal student.outcomes for externals;'while low structure

’

was most effective for relatively internal students. ‘In addition, the length

of instructional treatments employed and the use of intact classes further

- indicates the robustness of the effects and the representativeness of designs

El I
s

employed.

This review now focuses on a set of studies which similarly examined
trait anxiety as an aptitude variable for investigations of teaching structure.
As will be shown, student's anxiety potential is also a critical moderator . )

.

» varieble which consistently interacts with structure.

Tralt Anxlety angd Structure
.Trait anxiety refers to an tnd1v1dua1's re1at1ve1y stable,'general pre-
d1spos1t10n to react with deb111tat1ve emotlon to varlous situations (c.f.
Spehce, 1958). Th1s trait is to be d13t1ngu1shed from "state anxiety" which
refers to a person's act;al, transient and usually sitﬁatiqn—specific anxiety
- response (e.g., test anxiety). Several studies have yielded results which
indicete-the criticalness of trait,anxiety to investigat{ons of classroom
structure. Once again, the. f1nd1ngs‘are theoret1ca11y co;ststent and suggest -
a congruence model of instruction which stresses psycholog1ca1 cons1stency

between certain critical individual differences and structural/participatory

e

3 s
features of the classroom.

RIC © | | .14 .
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McKeachie (1951) found that achievement was directly related to structure.

- ~

On a final exam a highly structured "

recitation' group scored higher than

! ’ o . . . " N
a less structured "study-tutorial" group. A third "discussion" group scored

between these two extremes. McKeachie concluded that a less structured situ-
. e . . ! .

ation is more anxiety provoking because of the ephemérél nature of student

requirements,

-

Dowaliby & Schumer (1973) followed this lead and experimentally manipu-_
lated classroom struct@f¢. Two classes Qf introductory psychology students
were administered the Taylor Manifest Anxiety Scale (Taylor, 1953) at the

outset of the semester. The structured treatpgnt;—drbitrarily assigned to

one of the classes, was termed and was in fact "teacher centered'". The spot-

.
~

light was on the teacher who lectured, directly answered all questions, and
discodraged student-initiated responseq.Q(The converse was done for the un-

structured, student-centered "discussion' class, which required active student

-3

participation. Significant differences in student participation were empir=-

ically verified for the period of instruction under investigation. The eight-

~ week experimental period commenced following a three-week warm-up, and two

multiple-choice course exams served as méasureé.of,factual knowledge. As
expected, the results indicated that the highly structured, teacher-centered
;léssrooﬁ produced higher exam performéncé for high anxious s;udenfg. Simi~
larly,'fhe unstructﬁre&, student-centered condition was best for low-anxious
students. There was no difference bétween the c1£sses~wh;n'anxiét§ was ex-
ciudedifrﬁm analyses. | M

Domino (1974) provides an independent  repligation of this dffect. Other

than the use of students in a literature rather than a psychology course,

~

A

-




F ) f . ) 4

T

. : pertinent characteristlcs-were faithfully replicated. The trait aniiety

. scores related to examination performance as pred1cted high anxious students

per formed best following a structured cond1tlon, wh1le low anxious students

3

demonstrated greater learniné following the unstructured, student-centered

'

.cOnditfon,
These'two studies provide a foundation for.subseqﬁent related work.
However, tne operatlonal def1n1tlons employed for "structured" and "unstruc-
- tured" treatments inadvertently combined part1c1patlon with structure.

R Peterson (1977 and 1979), noting this confound1ng, replicated and extended

*  the finding by-separating and factorially man1pulat1ng classroom structure

v and student participation. Both studies employed ongoing intact classes

" as treatment groups. .The 1977 study employed ninth graders while the 1979

v L \ S -
study used college students as subjects. These two studies were otherwise

B

comparable in terms of 1ndependent variables. The factorial definitions

<

- of structure and part1c1pat10n yielded four treatment groups, which were
differentially 1nstructed according to the behavioral specificetions shown
in Table 1. IThe same analyses of essay and multiple choxce exam performance

a

. were performed for both studies, with the f1nd1ngs compared and discussed

in Peterson (1979). Results 1nd1cated ATIs more complex than those reported
by previous investigators. Different lower-order imteractions occurred with
_mdltiple choice and_essay performance. ;Moreover,‘the ATIs for essay perfor-
mance were different for each of the two studiesr. For example, the anxiety-
by-structure effect‘g;s 81gn1f1cant only for college students. The anxiety-

by-participation effect, however, was significant in both studies. In short, .

other results which also incorporated an overall ability measure indicated

JERIC N 1




Table 1°

Behaviorial Speeifications for Instructional Treatments
used in the Present Study

)

Student participation

High : . . ’ Low
.o fHigh structure _ , o
1. Teacher elicits desired goals/objectives 1. Teacher tells desired goals/objectives.

from students by asking questions.

b2. Teacher has student give rev1ew of prev1- b2. Teacher gives review of prev1ous
' ous day's lesson. day's lesson.
3. Teacher uses student 1deas or responses 3, Teacher signals for tgansitlous.'
.. to signal transitionms. : h . W
4. Teacher uses student ideas and adds €4, - Teacher states important points with
mime and conceptual signs to emphasize : mime and conceptual signs for emphasis.
. important points. N
5. Teacher asks student(s) to summarize - : 5. Teacher Qummarizes during the lesson.
- during the lesson. . .
‘6. Teacher asks many questlons and uses 6. Teacher asks few- questlons, but uses
questions .and student responses to - . those few questions and student
 structure lesson. ) - responses to structure lesson.
- 7. Teacher tells students they w111 be 7. Teacher tells students they will
required to participate in class ’ not be required,to participate in
* and does call on students during class. class and does not call on students
‘ . during class. A S
8. Teacher waits several seconds after ' 8. Teacher does not wait after student .
R student remark to allow time for student remark but begins ta1k1ng again.
b " comments. b ‘
QY Teacher has students read aloud reaglngs. C 9. Teacher reads aloud readings.

N
. . )

Low structure

bl. No méntion of goals/objectives. : bl.' No mention of goals/obJectlves.

2." No review of previous day's lesson. 2. No review of previous day's lesson.

3. Few signals for transitioms. 3." .Few 51gnals for transitions.

4, No mime or concgptual signs to A 4. No mime or conceptual signs to
emphasize important points. . emphasize important points-.

5. No summaries during lesson. " 5. No summaries during lesson,

6. Teacher asks many questions to elicit 6. Teacher asks few questions and does
facts, concepts, principles, and not use those few questions to tie
opinions but does not attempt to use the lesson together. .
them-to tie the lesson together. . . S ‘ ‘

7. Teacher does not explicitly tell stu- 7. Teacher does not mention student
dents they will be required to parti- ) participation and does not call on
cipate in class, but does call on them students dur1ng class. -
during class. . v ’

8. Teacher waits several seconds after '8. Teacher does not wait after student

- student remark to allow time for student remark but begins talking again. °

b comments. : - ' :
9, Teacher has students read aloud read;ngs. b9. Teacher reads aloud readings.

=

odified from Peterson (1977), page 782, Table 1. \
Not used in the present study. - . : o,
Peterson (1977) employed verbal markers here.’ '

o &

Q

e - | 1y
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the following ATIs: anxiety~by-structure, anxiety*byrparticipation, ability-

3

by~anxiety-by-structure, ability-by—anxiet&-??—participation, and finally,
ability—by-anxiety—by—structure—by-participation; .

These studies have consistently indicated the presence of ATIs ifvolving
\ ' . , : L

. students' trait anxiety with structural and participatory aspects of the.

instructional situation. The s{nple ATI uncovered by Dowaliby & Schumer

(1973) and replicated by Domino (1974) clearly supports a congruence model

of instruction: students demonstrated greater learning performance when

* the strdctural/participatory aspects investigated were congruent with their
* : : .

anx1ety potent1a1 Peterson (1977 & 1979) examined a 1arger set of.independent
. 8,

- variables wh1ch were shown t0(be cons1stent with prior f1nd1ngs but interre-

-

1ated in more complex ways. v , .

This. increase in complexlty is also conslstent with Snow's (1977) sugges~

»

P
¥,

tion that general 1nsbruct10na1 theg:z may not be pos81b1e and that we should
concentrate on the development of spec1f1c 1nstruct10na1 theor1es concerned

-

"with narrowly c1rcumscr1bed loca1 1nstruct1ona1 situations, re1at1ve1y small
chunks of;curriculum for’relatiVely small segments of the educatlonal popu~
lation. Such .theories would be expected to generalize mdre across time 1& )
one place than across places" ﬂp. 12?. ‘Much of the added complexlty 1nd1cated
by Peterson's'(i977:& 1979) findings is due to variations }n,populations
examined (ninth grader's versus college students) and tasks performed (essay
versus multiple choice).‘ Tnus, findings uncovered byuthe present study shouid
be more replicable at NTID than, for exanole, at Gallaudet College. NTID |

v18 a techn1ca1 college whlch stresses non-people oriented maJors dur1ng recru1t-

‘ment act1v1t1es whereas Gallaudet is a liberal arts college. However, the .




v . . . o o

- N

_expectatfan is that findings should bevsomewhet generalizable to.,all popula—

- . Y

tions of postsecondary hearing-impaireﬂ students.
‘ o . ‘ ' . " ‘ ';, : - ) ‘ J ._ L. y
. Lo ' Summary and Purpose

v - . . . o

" Studies have been reviewed which uncovered theoretically consistent

¢

'. . ) g . . ‘e ‘o‘} N .
‘ATis with classroom structure and student participation. Aptitudes which ™

v ~ . T ‘ .
1nteract with structure ‘and participation have been shown to”be perceived .
. ’ 5 ot /." ! \, !
locus of ‘control and trait anx1ety. Criterié employed‘include student satis-

i

vfactlon, factual knowledge, and higher-order cognltlon (as requlred for essa§

Y

’tests) The f1nd1ngs ‘aré generally consistent with the congruence model

-

‘of 1nstruét10n expressed by Perv1n (1968) and others. The,prlmary purpose

!

of the present'study was tp examlne the generqlizablllty of these findings

to the hearing-impaireg.

Flfty—flve NTID students served as. paid volunteers. Photography_hajors‘

- . TR

vand students ‘with a knowledge of°photography were not al}owed to participate

_since the 1nstruct10na1 content was about photography. These'Students had

[
—

" been at NTID for from 1 to 5 years, with an average of 1 62 years. Their

average grade—equivalent read1ng ability was 9.79, and ranged from 7.8 to

12. The average pure tone hearing loss for these students was 105.4 dB and

. y ot

ranged from 57 dB to 120 dB.

Instructional Treatments

The behav1oral spec1f1cat10ns from Peterson (1977) for low versus hlgh

.

structure and low versus high student participation were employed in deslgnlng,u

- Method ‘ - T . -\\ :
‘ === - A .
v : ° . ’ . M . - . ~ - i

. Sub]ects ' . . . .




and implementing four facsimiles of @ class session. Certain modifications

v i ~

were made to Peterson's (1977) instructional specifications dué to the use

of ‘hearing-impaired subjects and a one-session instructional situation.
. ~

Table 1 on page 9.preégnts the specifications employed by the present study.

" The instrpctioﬁal period ran for approximately 30 minutes and was video taped

for future analysis. An experienced instructor, who was also a teacher train-

ing specialist for the hearing impaired, was trained in each of the instruc- _

tidnal techniques and- served as the teacheér.

’Agtitudes _ v . Cowe

The Children's Manifest Anxiety Scale (CMAS;'Castanéda, McCandless,
& Palermo, 1956) and the Learning Style Inventory (LSI; 'Dowaliby, Burke, ;

& McKee, 1981) were administered to individual subjects. The €MAS yields

H

-a measure of an individual's anxiety potential and was chosen for its appro*‘ 

\

priate;reading 1evei; fhé Lsi wég espeqially'aegighéd”fdr hegring—impairgd,
scudeats'a;FNTID and:fieldsfzbmeasureé of‘locué'of.éoﬁtrqi:_ 1) Extefnglityg‘
and 2)_internality.~ Extefnélity refers to:a perséﬁ's tenden?y to atfrisute
behavioéai co;sequeﬁces td extérnal, uncontfoil;ble, ﬁowerful sthers.> Thesg

)

sources of perceived external control include teachers, luck, other studentsy

other péople, and task difficulty. Internality reflecté a person's tendéncy

to attribute the consequences of their activities to the internal,. controllable

\

factor of their own expenditure of effort. These are discrete factors of
the locus of control construct with a correlation coefficient of -.16. More
informatibn'qn the'derivatianéf the .scales and their composition is available

in Dowaliby, Burke, and McKee (1981).

' -
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Instructional Material and Criterion Tests -

u
-

The content was-tgken from a captioned, commercially-available film
about the b351c pr1nc1p1es of photography. The caption script was transformed
' into standard connected prose. The teacher taught ‘this material uslng the

'
. appropr1ate instructional spec1f1catxons. ‘AM19—1tem f111—1n—the<§ian;\test,

assessed factual knowledge. Key sentences from the instructional prose in

1ncomp1ete form and in random sequence comprised the "Test of Photography
.Knowledge." Each item was scored 0-3 depend;ng‘upon_the answer' s approx;mation
to a complete, correct response. Scorés could therefor range from 0 to 57.
Addxtxonally. certain student attitudes and perceptxons were assessed thh

e "Class’ Att1tude Survey." This was a 23—item,’L1kert—response questxonnaire
adapted espec1a11y for this study from'the Instructxonal Rating Survey (McKee
& Dowallby, 1980) The att1t e survey yielded the following measures:
1) Percexved lefxculty (3 items); 2) Teacher affect (6 1tems), 3) Teacher
Sk111 (6 items); 4) 0vera11 ‘Rating (3 items); 5) Percexved Student Partxcxpa-
txon (4.items); and 6) Perce1ved Structure (1 item). The first 4 were student
outcomes of interest and serVed as dependent measures in additign to ‘the
scores from the test of photography knowledge. The measures of perce1ved
'part1c1pat10n and structure were elployed as one technique for ver1fy1ng

proper treatment implepmentation. Copies of these instruments are provxded

in Appendix A,

Design and Procedure ‘ : ' .

Each subject was admlnxstered the apt1tude tests and randomly assigned

to one of the four instructional conditions when they sxgned up to participate

in the study. This resulted in from:12 to 16 subjects assigned to ‘each of
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the four particlpatioh#by—structure cells. Approximately 1 week following
. ", this procedure subjects 'in each cell were instructed as an intact group ac-

_cording Lo the appropriate épecificationé and then"administered the criterion
[ Ty ‘ ‘ ) . o .
tests. The attitude survey was administered prior to the knowledge test

° ~

. o ‘ T . <
so as to obtain a less contaminated measure of subjects' perceptions. These

.

procedures required approximately 2 hours of subjects' time.

'

Analyses and Résd}ts

Betwqgn—subject particiﬁation—by—gﬁructure analysgs of.varianse were
performed-onéavgilable backéround and aptitude v?riahleskto investig;te the -
pre-tréétment gdmp;rability of groups. The videotapes ofvthe instruction#f
situations were also analyzed in order to verify the fidelity of treatment
fimpiementation. ;nstructional outcomes due to participétioﬁ, strdcture,‘
aﬁd interactions thereof were.assessed bylbetween—subje;t analyses of variance
ﬁhilé AT1s were analyzed by siﬁéie and multiple correlational techniqﬁés.

o : .

Baggground and Aptitude Variables

S

- o Possible pre-tréatment differences betweéhithe groups of subjects were’

assessed. The results of those analyses of variance arg'shown in Table C2,

]

and Table C3 presents means and standard deviations {Apperdix C). Tﬁe'only

pre-treatment difference was in terms of simultaneoﬁs communication ability, P
‘ for the two levels of participation. lIt is not evident how thisldifference

could effect other results since s;bjects' communication participation was

« )
‘controlled and verified and most of the findings are in terms of structure

rather than participation. Moreover, as will be reported, multiple regression

.

analyses indicated that simultaneous communication scores were unrelated

‘to criterion measures.

Y . -

El{llC o - R2 S )

Aruitoxt provided by Eic: e
. M ' e

) : : . !
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| Treatment Implementation

i -

. The fidelity,of treatmyent implementation was also of{preliminary concern.,

The split-screen videotapes of the instructional sessions were analyzed with

7

regard to critical behaviors. The results are shown in Table Cl, Appendix

~ C, and @ndicate unequivocal conformance to treatment specifications. It

gl

‘was. also verified at this time that the criterion-relevant content was covered e

by the teacher in each instructional condition. In addition, subjects' percep-

»

“tions (ratings) of structure and participation during instruction were analyzed

using separate participation-by~structure analyses of variance. The results
. are summariied in Table C2, Appendix C, and show that'subjects' perceptions
were congruent with conditions (both p's{ .01). Table €3, Append1x C, presents

the means and standard dev1atLons relevant to thls effect.

.- Main Effects

. ‘,' ‘ v | ‘ . . ‘ ) .
The analyses of variance of the criterion measures are summarized by

-

- Table 2. As shown, hlgh part1c1patlon y1e1ded slgnlflcantly hlgher teacher
skill (p¢.01) and overa11 (p< .05) ratings. | Slm’&arly,,hlgh structure resulted
in s1gn1f1cant1y hlgher overall ratlngl (p< 05) and test performance (p.€ 01).
Table 3 dlsplays the means and standard deviations for cr1ter10n measures
for each of the instructional conditions.‘Significant differences were also

found in terms of instruction time (which varied due to treatment specifi-

-

, cations) and test time. The high levels of participation and structure both
required more instruction time than 'their low level counterparts. The mean
for high participation conditions combined was 46.8 minutes as compared with

s

the mean time for the low participation conditions of 30.2 minutes. .Similarly;

-

the combined high structure conditions required an average of 41.9 minutes




H‘_ Tabie &/f‘
CEERY

Summary of Participatioh-by-Structure .

Analyses of Variance on Criterio

t

n Tests

-16

R SN
lastructional Variable

A}

1,51 2.2

1,51

. Patrticipation (P) Structure. (S) PXS

Dependent . . ' .
. Variable df/ . F ‘ df F df
'.Siudent'Rafiégg x [/

Perceived Difficulg} 1,46 .3 1,46 kjb 1,46

Teacher Affect 1,46° 2.3 146 1.3 1,46

Teacher Skill 1,46 - 9.66%% . 1,46 1.7 -1,46_ 1.
_Overall ) 1,51 5.6% 1,51 4;5* 1,51 -

Test Score - 16.2%* i,51 .03

*p( .05
*¥pg .01
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NS o - o : Table 3

. ~ Means, Standard Deviations and N's for Criterion - ’ .
Measurés for Each Instructional Condition:

S .
a ' : . !

Instrugtional Condition

High Structure A - , Low Structure

'~ High Participation Low Partic’pation High Partibiggtion Low Participation

Variable " Mean ] SD N Mean SD - N Mean . SD N Mean SD N

Perceived == . ‘ . . . " ;

Difficulty 2.95 .54 13 "2.76 .56 14 3.00 .53 12 3.02 .61 16

Teacher . _ oo ' v

Affect " 3.76 47 13 3.48 .66 14 ~ 3.60 .31 12 3.34 .54 16
Teacher - . - b ‘

Skill 4.15 . «56 13 3.68 .71 14 4.08 .60 12 3.31 .67 16
. Overall R .

Rating 3.82 .59 13 - 3,50 ° .6l 14 3.56 .67 12 3.00 .80 16

- N \ .

Test Score 25.00 .10.02 13 20.50 11.48 14 13.50 11.35 12 9.94 7.70 16

25
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wersus 34.7 minutes for low structure conditions. These differences are
' ) . ’ .

. not considered ‘critical in view of the focus on aptitude-by-treatment interac-
tions (ATIs) rather than solely on treatment mair effects.
Aptitude-by-Treatment Interactions

[ '

Possible interactions between the instructional conditions and each

aptitude were 1nvest1gated usxng simple, linear regress1on techniques.’ In

I . this type of data analysis a crlterlon.measure is regressed on to 'an aptltude

N ’

measure separately for each condltlon under 1nvest1gat10n.. A test of paral}el-
qusm of regres31on slopes is then per formed between condltlons. An ATI is
1nd1cated by the observance of two or more conditions with significantly
(pg -05) non—parallel regression slopes. Conceptually,'such non-parallelity
indicates the presence of different aptitude- cnlterlon relatlonshlps due ' T
to expe;?mental conditione. Two or more such interacting regression lines |
often cross over within the observed range of the aptitude variable. This
" indicates tgat the two conditions yielded optimal criterion peffotmance for
'subjects ae different ends of the aptitude continuum.
However, at the crossoner point of the two regression lines both condi--: .
tions are equal in terms of the;predicted criterion score. In addition,
this "p01nt of non—31gn1f1cance" extends to form a "region of nonsignificance". .
~ The range of this region about the crossover point depends on the magnitude
- of the aptitude-criterion relationships, the disparity in the regression
slopes,'and the error rate employed in deternining the region. Ihis region i
of non-significance is calculated using the Johnson—Neyman Techninue (Johnson
and Neyman, 1936). More 1nformatlon on’ the technlque, which is analogous
to contrasts followxng significant analysis of variance effects, is ava;lable .

from Berliner and Cahen (1973) and Cronbach and Snow 1977).

/

ERIC . o | > L

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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In the present study, each of the criterion measures was separacely

. regressed on to each of the aptitude measures for each condition of instruc-

Yion. Tests of parallelism of the four regression slopes (one per condition) .

t -

—-~+~ij~ivﬁefe~thenfpefformed1AuWhen~51gn1f1cantly dlfferent slopes. we;efcevealed4L1+e R

p < 05) the Johnson-Neyman Technlque was employed ‘with alpha = .05.

Locus of Control. Separate,analyseegwepe-performed with each of the

oy

dimensions, externality: and infegnality, as the aptitude variable. The analy-

. sis of teacher skill ratings regressed onto the externality scores yielded "
an ATI between the low participation, low structure and the low participation,

.

high structure conditions. The slopes for these conditions‘weretsignificantly

non-parallel (F(1,26) = 5;63;01;( .03). The Jdohnson-Neyman Technique revealed

-~

that these conditions were significantly different above 2.6 on the externality

dimension (p = .05). Over 36% of the subjects in these conditions fell into

this region of sxgnlflcance. This result is displayed by Figure 1 and indi-

- .- cates that the low participation, high structure condition resulted in signi--

¢ ficantly higher ratings of teacher skill for subjects above 2.6 on externality. T
Howevef,,these‘éonditions are” shown .to not differ significantly (i.e., p< .05)

-

for subjects below this point. This result is consistent with reviewed find-

Lngs whlch indicate that relatlvely external students rate hlghly -structured

lnstructlonal condltlons more favorably than students who are less external

~ .

o

in their control or‘entation.

- The same analyses were performed with internality as the aptitude measure.
Q

In addltlon, low versus hlgh structure (with part1c1patlon levels collapsed)

and low versus hlgh partlclpatlon condltlons (with structure levels collapsed)

-

were similarly analyzed. The 31gn1f1cant effects are summarlzed in Table 4,

ERIC | D |

. . .
Ao roviaed oy . N ' )
L. - - .
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Low Participation, o
' High Structure _ - : :
- 4 | \ -
m .
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= 3 ‘ Low Participation,
4 Low Structure
& |
S | ] .
< ¢| . Region of | Region of ) .
= Non- Significance -
. : S1gn1f1cance | % Subjects = 36.7
. » |
- -
) . J' 0. T " . \
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EXTERNALITY

Figure 1. Regression of teacher skill ratings on to externality
for the low participation, high structure versus the 1ow part1c1pat1on,-'
Tow structure conditions. -




-Table 4

~ Summary of ATI Analyses With
Internality as the Aptitude Variable

21

LP = low participation, structure levels collapsed
HP = high participation, structure levels collapsed

"Significantly Test of ' Internality - % Subjects Out—
Different Dependent Parallel Slopes Scores for side Region of NS
Conditions® Variable + F - df p Region of NS % Below 7% Above
LPLS, HPHS =~ Difficulty 3.91 © 1,25 .05  region infinite 0.0 0.0
LPLS, LPHS Difficulty 7.43 1,26 .01 3.74, - 5.07 43.3 0.0
LS. HS Difficulty 4.67 1,51 .04 3.64, 8.92 38.2 0.0
HPLS, HPHS Affect -12.57 1,21 - .01 3.47, - 4.41 36.0 16.0"
LS, HS Affect - 5.34 . 1,51 ~ .03 3.39, 5.61 27.3 0.0
HPLS, LPHS  Overall 4.37 1,22 .05 . -1.3,  5.13 0.0 0.0
HP, LP Overall’ 5.95 1,51 .02 .63, 3.63 0.0 61.8
LPLS, LPHS Knowledge Test = 5.78 1,26 ~ -. .03 3.89, 6.91 56.7 0.0
HPHS, LPHS Knowledge Test  4.93 1,23 .04 ~.74, 3.87 0.0 25.9
VELPLS = low pérticipation,.10w4sfrpcture
LPHS = low participation, high structure )
‘HPLS = high participation, low structure ‘
HPHS = high participation, high’structure ‘
LS = low structure, participation levels collapsed -
HS = high structure, participation levels collapsed oo ”




- ) . w
and include the’ dependent variables of perceived difficulty ratings, teacher

affect ratings, .overall ratings, and performance on the. knowledge test..

For the sake of . parsimony, only those .ATIs which were judged most informative

‘e
4

or cr1t1cal are d1splayed in the follow1ng text. Howezver, Appendix D'provides
flgures of all sxgnlflcant (p( .05) ATIs uncovered by the present study.

The ATI 1nvolv1ng classroom structure and 1nternal1ty, in terms of perce1ved
d1ff1culty, is dlsplayed by Fxgure 2. As shown, the low structure conditions
resulted in 51gn1f1cantly higher ratlngs ‘of perceived difficulty as compared

with the high structure conditions for subJects below 3.64 on the 1nternallty

‘dimension (p = .05). leferences above this point are indicated as belng
non- sighificant (p< .05). In the present study, 38 ZA of the subjects-are
in thls region of significance. ~This result is consistent with previods
J

findings whlch revealed that 1nd1v1duals who tend to not assume responslb111ty
for their own actions prefer highly structdred conditions. This suggests’
vthat low internal individuals tend to defer responsibility in‘the presence
of salient structural features.- Such persons evidently pereeive high difficulty
in the absence of such struttural cues. This finding suggests that over
‘382,of postsecohdary‘hearidg-impaired students may be expected'to perceive
low-structured classroom 1netruct10nal 31tuat10ns as d1ff1cult.

Also shown in Table 4, the analysis of teacher affect ratlngs revealed
an ATI'involving the high participation; low structure and the hlgh partici-.
patlon, high structure condltlons. Fiéure 3 displaYs this Jresult. Thisb
time s1gn1f1cant and oppeslte treatment effects were revealed for low and
hlgh 1nternal subjects (p = .05).1 As shown, teacher affect ratlngs were

maximized by the hlgh participation, hlgh structure cond1t10n for subjects

below 3.47 on the internality d1men§1on. This condition, however, resulted

P
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Figure 2. Regression of perceived difficulty ratings on
to internality for high versus low structure instructional ‘conditions.
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E in significantly lower affect ratings than did the high partiCipation, low
v structure condition for subJects above 4.41 on the internality dimenSion

(p ='.05). There were 362 of the subJects below the region of non~sign1ficance

and 16Z,above. Phus, in terms of teacher affect ratings, this ATI accounts

for a total of 52% of the subjects in these two instructional conditions. -

This result is also consistent with previous findings.

',Ihe oyerall’ratings were similarly.analyzed. An ordinal interaction,’
with significant differences as a function of participation levels, was revealed.
'fn Figure 4 displays this result .and indicates that the high participation condi-
4 tions resulted in significantly higher overall ratings as compared with the

s

low partiCipation conditions for subjects above 3.63 on the internality dimen-

K

sion. This region of significance included over '61%2 of the subJects'in tbe

present study. This result is consistent with previous fipdings and makes
sense. Individuals high in internality (i.e., who attribut:.behavioral conse-

[

. quences to their own effort expenditure) rate more highly instructional situ-

% . atioms in which they actively partiCipate (i.e., have an opportunity to expend

-

effort). This finding suggests that active partic1pation during classroom

. instruction is favored by over 612 of all NTID students. However, it isg
important , to note that the amount of participation is irrelevant=to overall
ratings for approximately 392 of NTID students.

Lastly, performance on the knowledge test was Similarly analyzed. The

~ ¢ -

result for the low participation, high structure versus the high partiCipation,

lThis is termed a disordinal ATI, as compared with an ordinal ATI where a
‘gignificant between-treatment effect occurs at only one end of the aptitude

continuum.‘

)
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"Figure 4. Regression of ‘overall ratings on to internality
for high versus low participation instructional conditions.
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high'strucrure conditions is displayed by Figure 5. As shown, subjects above

i

3:87 on the internality dimension perfermed signifieantly hiéher as a reselt
of the hlgh participation, hlgh structure condltlon as compared with the
low participation, high structure condition. Note that both of theilow struc-
ture conditions scpredrsignificantly lower. This is shown by Figure D4,
Appen&ix D ane'is represented'by‘the significant strpcrure main effect. j -
T "Thus,- this result indicates that performance on therknowledge test varied )
EI significantly as a fupction.of participation levels.and internality givee
high structure. Approximately 26% of the subjects in these conditionst¥3ii'- . v
into the region of significance. However, it'is eriticalpto'note'the trend,
’Eralthough not significant;‘in‘the;opp;eite direction for Subjecrs below’rhe
- . point of non-significance. ‘More specificaliy, the predicted scpree on rhe
Enowledge'test'for subjects below 3.26 on thé internality'dimeneion are opti-
mlzed by the low part1c1pat10n, hlgh structure condition. This finding indi- 2
" cates the 1mportance of structure and partxcxpatlon as a functlon of internal- \
- 1ty.' Thls result is con81stent with other reported f1nd1ngs of the present R
study as well as previous findihgs, and’indicates the,necessary qualifications
for interpreting the previously'reporred main effects due to structure per

se.

¢ P ]
t £y

Manifest Anxiety. Possible ATIs with manifest apxiety were similarly'

anglyzed. iéﬁificant (p{ .05) results are summarized in Table 5 and displayed
N : : . : .

‘py Figures D5-D7, Appendix D. As shown, these ATIs were in terms of ratings ‘x

of tedcher affect, teacher skiil,{ahd_overéll ratings. An examination of

the anxiety-criterion porrelations by conditions in Tables B2-B4, Appendix B

o

indicates that the low structure, low participation and the low structure,




30 ‘High garticipation;
High >tructure .
95
20 . g
& Region of . Region pf
S Non S1gmficance Sigm’f;tance
;_ .05 % Subjgcts = 25.9
g 15 / :
, I /
l' i/’
10 | Low Participation,
| High Structure
| |
5 ' ;
l_ -
| .
2 25 "3 35 -4 . 45 5 .

INTER_NALIW

Figure 5. Regressmn of ‘test score on to mternality for the |
~high participation, high structure versus ‘the low partmipation.
h1gh structure cond1t1ons




29 o

) Table 5 -
. ¢ N o
Summary of ATI Analyses With Manifest Ability

. as the Aptitude Variable .
Significantly . Test of Anxiety % Subjects Qut-
Different Dependent Parallel Slopes Scores for side Region of NS

* Conditions? Variable F. df P Region of NS’ % Below ¥ Above
LPLS, HPLS Affect 18.66 1,24 .01 15.39, 22.94 53.6 14.3:
LPLS, HPHS Affect 7.03 1,25 .02 16.84, 41.20 44.8 0.0
LPLS, LPHS Affect 5.36 1,26 .03 10.38, 41.96 26.7 0.0
LPLS, HPHS Skill 4.65 1,25 .04 ©20.18, 205.96 79.3 0.0
LPLS, LPHS Skill 5.88 . 1,26 .03 13.46, 46.51 46.7 -0.0
- LPLS, HPLS Overall 16.85 ° 1,24 .01 '16.20, 24.97 53.6 10.7
LPLS, HPHS Overall 12.35 1,25 .01 18.67, 32.44 - 65.5 0.0
ALPLS = low:par;ici§§tion, low structure
LPHS = low participation, high structure °
.  HPLS = high participation, low structure i
HPHS = high participation, high structure
S ]
; <
’ - -
/\’
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high participation conditions produced the strongest and most disparate

relationships. These ATIs are shown in Figures 6-8. As is shown, the

ATIs for the teacher affect and for overall ratings ate disordinal, while™

the. interaction for the teacher skill ratings is ordinal. These disordinal

‘ATIs indicate that,_with low strﬁcture, these criteria v;ried as‘a function
of manifeét anxitety and levels of participation, Outcomes were maximized
by the low participation, low structure condition for higﬁ anxious subjects,
while the high participation, low structure condition maximized‘these ~ .
outcomes for low anxious subjects.é These results make sense and conform
AN ~ to discussions of manifest anxiety in terms of drive gﬁd emotional reactivity
i : (Spénce, 1958). The findings from-theVgreséntistudy-8uggest that low
Anxious subjects' drive is facilitated by;the high level of pa;}icipétion;
high anxious subjects, however, evidenply'hgvg a debilitative emotional .
reaction to the high level of participéﬁidn-ig.the preséncé of low é;ructure.
- The high level of structure evidently sérvesba compensatory function
in these regafds.as is indicated by the homogeneity of anxiety-criterion
relationships for the high stfucfu;é, lowxparticipation versus the high ~
structure, high participation conqi;ions (seebTables B2-B4, Appendix B).
Multiple regression anaiyses were also performed for each of the
criterion mgasufes. VContraét coding (Cohen & Cohen, 1975) was employed
for instruc;ionai treatments, and standard scores were employed for apti-
tude scores. A?I terms were formed by multiplying treatﬁent codes by
aptitude stgpdatd scores (see Cronbach & Snow, 19;75.~ A stratified,
,4 .stepwise protedure was uged so as‘to control'the order of sets of factors
.and so that only sign{ficant factors would be included. The'errd‘”taté.

of p = .05 was employed as the criterion for factors entering the equation

»

" Full Tt Provided by ERIC. T oo .
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within this stratification scheme. ‘The background variables of feading o

- ability, simultaneous communication ability, sex, and year in college
were allowed to enter first. Aptitude and treatment variables comprised

the next strata, then first4orde: ATI terms, and finally secog(lorder

ATI terms. The background variables were employed solely as possible

‘covariables and were allowed to enter first for that reason. Aptitude

and treatment variables were next so as to remove effects due to these

\

. ~ lower-order factors before first-order ATI terms were considéred. Simi- -

]

¥ larly, second-order ATI terms wére allowed to enter last so as to control

" for* any iﬁfluence due to the lower-order ATIs. The results are summarized'~ _

4

’ ~in Tables 6-10 and indicate the relative contribution»of each factor

 in accounting for:variation in each of the criterion variables.
As is shown in Table 6, the main effects of externality and manifest
" . - . » - ) , . " : )
-anxiety were the only factors which significantly related to the perceived
. the L 8 ‘

S ’ gifficulty~ratings (p(g.OS). ‘The positive sign for each of theéevrelation— .

'sbipé indicates thét Subjécts high in externality and high in manifest
‘anxiety rated the instructional situations as more difficult than did
subjects who measumed low in these aptitudés. This result is consistent

)

with Spence's emotional reactivity hypothesis regarding manifest anxiety
P A y hyp garding X1

(Spénce,‘1958) and with theoretical discussions'qf locus of.controlp(e{g., .
. ' Rotter, 1966) as well ds a host of empirical findings; It was expected

3

that some ATI factors would also be significantiy related to this outcome.

Evidently, however, the main effects of externality and maﬂifest‘aﬁxiety

Fa

y

atcounﬁéq for the variation in the difficulty ratings analyzed and reported

as univariate ATI effécts,(pge Table 4).
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Table 6

- . ’ :%S&mmary of'significant Multiple Regression
| ‘ Factors Accounting for Variance in Perceived
‘ Difficulty Ratings (N=51)

N »

)

Increase in

Variable? ‘R R-Squared -+ R-Squared ﬁeta' F
Externality 321 103 .103 318 5.86%.
Manifest Anxiety - 46 C.173% 0 Lo70 . .264 4.05%
*p( .05 s

¢ 4

aR-squared adjusted for inflation = .138,

Byariables are 1isted:in-ordgr of entry.
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 situations. .The anxiety X'structuié and anxiety X participation terms

&

."EMC -

DO v

are summarized in Table 7. As jndicatéd, three of the first-order ATI

‘activities. This ATI makes sense and is consistent with previously cited

: ‘ : - 36
. oo . o , : . .
. : L ' ’

The results from the mhltiple regression of the teacher affect ratings

¥ . +

factors and the main effect of student participation entered the equation
(all p's< .05) .and accounted for over 28% of the variance in teacher

) I . ) - .
affect ratings. The internality X structure ATI term entered first (p< .01)

(2 .
102 of the variance in_the affect ratings. The

i

and accounted for over
sign of the relationship indicates that subjects high in internality

in low structure conditions gave higher ‘ratings of teacher affect than

did high internal subjects in highly structured conditions. High internal “
individuals tend to attrébute outcomes of their activities to their own . .
efforts and prefer situations which are low in structure and thus allow

them to expend effort. These results glso indiaate that the high structure
. N . )

conditions maximized the teacher affect ratings for subjects low in inter-

nality, who tend to not make such attributions.of the outcomes of their

findings. Student participation accounted for over 9% éf'the affect

ratings (p( 701) with higﬁ participgtion conditiopskyieldiﬁg ﬁigher ratings
than low p#fticipation‘eonditions.f This resg1F~is surérising in view

of ;he non—;ignificant ;;ivariate ANOVA (séé Table 2). However, the
partiéipaﬁioﬁ‘f5ctor only ste;pe& in fdlléwing-the internality X structure
ATI term,.andAis consiqtéht with teachers' anecdotes. Heariné-iﬁpairéd;. ,
students generglly are accustbméd‘andtpiegeg to~patti§ip?te in'classfoém.

s

entered next (p's(,.OS); Each ‘accounted for the same portion of variance

- - N \
. .. . .
. ) .




TaBle 7

“Summaerof Signfficanﬁ Multiple Regression
- Factors Accounting for Variance in Teacher
Affect Ratings (N=51) .

M
b IS Increase in- -]
Variable o _ R . R-Squared R-Squared Beta. F coT
° - Intermality X Structure . . .321 .103 © .103 ~.632 . 12.15%F
**'Student Participation _ 442 .195 092 337, 7,30%* "
Anxiety X Structure - .517 .267 1072 -.289 8 5,47k
Anxiety X Participation .582 .339% 072 -.269 . 4.98%
. *pC .05 J
**p¢- .01

- 8R-—squared‘adjusted for infia;ion = .281.

b

Variables are listed in order of entry.
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in the teacher affect rat1ngs (7.2%2) and in each icase the same relation-
* ships are 1nd1cated. High anxiety subjects' rat1ngslwere maximized by
IOWslevels of participation or structure; and low. anxiety subjects' ratings s

were max1m}zed by hxgh levels: of part1c1pat1on or structure.

The resulbs of the analyses»of the teacher skill rat1ngs are summar-

ized in Table 8. As "shown and conszstent w1th the teacher affect ratings,

&

: »h1gh student part1c1pat1on y1e1ded hzgher ratxngs of teacher skill than

© did low part1c1pat10n condxtxons Lp& .01) ‘ Th1s factor accounted for _ e

~x structure term (p( .05)° dVer 7% of the variance in these rat1ngs.

" counted’ for by these three factors. :"‘,' . . . N

R

over 202 of the variance in teacher skill ratings.“The internality x“

structure ATI (p(k.OI) accounted for an add1t10na1 9.6%," and the anxiety

Collectively, over 33% of the variance 1n-teacher skill ratings was ac- .

AN

The overall ratings were s1m11ar1y analyzed and are summarized in

‘Table 9. As is shown, student partxcxpatxon_entered first (p< .01) and
B . . A Y oot

aecounted for 8. 7i'of the variance. The three first—order ATIs: Inter-i

na11ty X part1c1pat1on (p( .06); anxiety X structure (p( .05); and anxiety

X part1c1patxon (p¢ .05) then entered. Lastly, the second—order'ATI. >
of anx1ety X structure x participation entered (n( .05). Together, these
factors accounted for 37.5% ot the variance in-o;erall ratings.~ The d

ATIs colléctively accounted forhover 30% of the variance in_overall rat—:
ings. . | . | |

Lastly, Table 10 summarizes the results of the knowledge test.

" As is indicated, reading ability and classroom structure accounted for -
. I ! . . , . .

36% and 22%, respectively, of the test score variance. Together; these °

4
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4
- Table 8
. Summary of Signifiéant Multiple hégréssion )
Factors Accounting for Variance in Teacher
' Sk111 Rat1ngs (N=51)

Vb oo - o Increase in :

: Vhriakle ‘ R R R-SquaredeSquared Beta F
Student Participation 454 ©.206 .206 .565 22.28%%
" Internality X Structure .s50 . .302 .096 . -.363 9.27%%
Anxiety X Strucfu:e . S L6ll .3738. .071 -.274 5.32%

*p( .05

8Rfsquared adjgsfed for inflation = .333.
, ‘ _ p
bVariables=are listed in order of entry.
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Table 9

-t ’ : Summéry of'SignifiEaﬁt Multiple Regression
) . .Factors Accounting for Variance in Overall Ratings

Increase in

‘%ari#bléc : S 3 R-Squared R-Squared = Beta _'F '
~ Student parcicipaiion | . .296  .087  .087 335 8.69%*
- Internality X Pérticipation .4}2 .204 “.117 .229 '5.928
.Anxietyvx Structure | ‘} .542 hf <294 | ©.090 - j.295>- -;‘~f6;74*' e -
Anxiety X Parti;ipation C 594 .352 é058 -.250 4,87%
Anxiety ¥ étru?ture ot \ o ) b : h |
X Participation .661 437" .085 .301 6.79%
‘*p< .05 .
wpg .01 - \ S -

8p¢ .06 (at time of entry this p was ¢ .05), -
'bR-squared ad justed for inflation = .375;

3

Cvariables are listed in order of entry.

-




factora‘sccounted for over 562 of thzs var;ance. w1th both variables

» . -

pos1t1vely relatlng to test performance.'

Discussion, Conclusions, and Implications ' _ wm

The primary purpose of the present study was to investigate the relevance
R B! 3 . .

»

of certain'aptitude-by—treatment interaction‘findings from normally-heering

B v

were‘classroqm structure and student part1c1pat10n. Student apt1tudes included .

»

!
v

were manifest anxiety and perceived locus of control. In the process of

this investigation,,the main effects of classroom structure and student partici-
i

w!

pation were also investigated. Outcome mea!ﬁies included students' ratings

|

students to hear1ng-1mpa1red students. Instruct1ona1 var1ab1es investigated 'i
\

|

\

|

\

|

|

|

|

‘ : , : |

of difficulty, teacher skill, teacher affect, and overall. Learning perform- |

ance was assessed with a completion-type examination of factual recall which*

v - was adm1n18tered 1mmed1ate1y following the rat1ng of the 1nstruct1onal sess1on.

Analyses revealed ‘the follow1ng f1nd1ngs.

|
|
\
|
\
|
l

and overall ratings. . . .

o High part1c1pat1on ‘resulted in higher rat1ngs of teacher skill
) High structure yielded higher overall ratings and examination perform~
ance. ' , )
. " . . X - X > y > .
o Subjects sufficiently external in their perceived locus of control

S orientation and in low participation conditions gave higher ratings
of teacher skill for high versus low structure. , .

o - SquectS'lpw in internality~perceived low structure conditions

as more difficult tham high structure conditions. = '

. . .
A FuiText provided by Eric R .
. i . . . o




Table 10 /

" . Summary of Significént Multiple J{egression.
Factors Accounting for Variande in the
Knowledge Test (N=51/ .

/.

-
b , Increase -in
Variable ‘R R-Squared R-Squared Beta F
‘Reading Ability | .600 . .360 .3600  .567 36.73%%
Classroom Structure . - o162 ¢ .5812 .223 473 | 25.53%% B

**p¢ .01
aR--_squared adjusted for inflation = .563. .

bVariables are listed-in order of entry.: ' -

»
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o Low internal ‘subjects in high participation conditions gave higher
ratings of teacher affect as a result of high versus low structure.
. : ) t
 Conversely, high internal suybjects in high participation conditions

gave higher ratings of teacher affect as a result of low versus

high structure.

o Overall ratings for high internal subjécts‘were maximized by high
"versus low participation. - -
o Test performance for internal subjects in high structure conditions
4 .

was maximized by high'versus'low pérticipation. A trend (although
not sigﬁifiéant) in favor of low participation for low internal
sﬁbjects was also re;ealeﬂi

o Subjects high in anxiety potent{al rateq the 16; pafticip&tion,
low structure condition more favorably in terms of teach affect
.and ovefall, as opposgd to subjects in the high pafticipation,
low structure condiﬁion.

o .-Subjects low in énxiety potential rated the higﬁyparticipation,

low structure condition more favorably in terms of teacher affect,

teacher skill, and overall, as opposed to subjects in the.low partici-

> pation, loxistructure~condition.

The findings are complex even when considered outside of the context of ATI.

For example, the high level of student participation was shown to result
. : \ . - .

in more positive perceptioha of teacher skill and higher overall ratings,

while high classroom structure yielded higher overall ratings and examindtion’
performance. These findings provide an example of a'tre%;ment-byftask interac--
tion. That is, different instructional techniques are shown to be differen-

. I o, . .
tially optimal, depending on the outcome of interest. This reflects the

b i




a . .

criticalness of the fit of instructional techniques .to specific instructional

’ - »,

. : . . . . . . .
outcomes. Some sort of prioritorizing scheme may be necessary where instruc-
tional goals include several conflicting outcomes. However, high structure

Eér se was shown to be more effective, ‘overall, in view of the finding that‘

&

high classroom structure.yielded higher overall raﬁings and higher test per-

.
~

formance, oo _

’ . R '

The ATIs involving locus of contfbl are éeemingly combléx since both
exgernaliky and internality were employed as separate, dis@réte dimensions.
This is consistent with findingévof previous (nd; reviewed) studies which

. investigated the dimensionality of locus of ‘control (see Dowéliby and Pag;nb,
1981 for a review of relevaﬁ? gtpdies); waeyer, the ATI étudies which were
reviewea all employed a unidime&sional measure of locus of.control. In éddi;
;ion,'préviOUS ATI studies variously defined structure with one clear ins;qnce

of.a conf0undiﬁg of‘participation and structural features (Rich‘and Bush,
1978). NeQertheless, the f}ndings from the present study are consistént
with previous findings and expectatipns. Moreoyer, thé facfotial investi-
gaiioq‘of participation and structure in the present study allows for specific
interpreta’fons._ 3 : .
. 4 i ’

The one ATI uncovered with éxteénality indicgted that the approximate
upper 362 of the externality'qiétribdtion in the low.participqtion;coﬁﬂitions
gave diffeient tatings of teacher skill as a fuPction of structﬁré.‘ Teacher..
skillAratings we;e'highest’for these ext;eﬁe external 8ubjec;s in ;he‘high
structure condition.' This r;8u1t'i8 consistentswitﬁ.the.fipdings of Rich
and Bush (1978), Arlin (1975)L‘Pafént et a1. (1975), and Daniels and Stevens o

(1976). . S

. R
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The analyses of ATIs with internality clearly indicate the criticalress

of participation for extreme jnterhal learners. The high participation condi-~

M

tions Yieldéd higﬁer overall ratings for the upper 60% of the intermality
: . !

distribution. Test scores were also higher for extreme internals as a function

; ofvparticipatibn. However, this latter finding was demonstrated only for

the high structure conditions. This makes sense since those (high étrﬁeture)
con&itipns provided\content—:élevant transitions and reviews which would
be expected to influence performance on the-knowledge\test. This differéncé
was sign¥ficant for the approximate upper 26% of the intermality dis;ribution.
These findings are also cqnsisfent'with other cited findings with normally—
hearing learners. | ‘

V.The ATIs with manifest anxiety generally revealed thaf low participation ’

and low structure optimized the ratings for subjects high in anxiety potential.

-

This instructional condition yielded the lowest ratings for subjects low

in ?anifest anxiety. The high participation, low structure conditions, com-
versely, yiélded the highésé ratings for low-anxigty subjects. These results :

are consistent wi;ﬂ those of Dowaliby and Schumer (1973) and Peterson (1977,

1979) although those findings were in terms of test performance. Those previbus
studieé differ;d‘from the presént, howevé?,‘in,that eitended'instructigpal‘

periods were employed. It is plausible fhat outéome differences in the présent‘. .

study are dué-to this longer period of time and resulting greater amount

4

. of instructional material employed.

The consistency of.findings from the present study, which eﬁbloygd hearing-
impaired learners, with previeus findings from studies on normally-hearing

subjects, is remarkable. The current effort was baéqn solely on findiﬁgs

e »

>




- from studies which employed normally-hearing subjects and should provide

"a model for similar future efforts. The plethora of educational—psyéhology
" findings with normally-hearing students 'is probably directly relevant to

investigations of similar phenomena with hearing-impaired learners. More

research of this type, drawing from findingé based on normally-hearing stu-

’

dents, needs to be performed with hearing-impaired learners. It is hoped

that the current effort will be viewed as a beginning on which to build.

Future effo;ts'should also .investigate the generalizability of findings re-

ported here to ongoing instructional situations for extended periods of time,

- ~

s
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CLASS ATTITUDE
SURVEY

or




. | . , . PLEASE CIRCLE THE LETTER THAT
| S : " BEST DESCRIBES HOW YOU FEEL

)

" wa difficult was the class? (Perceived Difficulty) '

1. The class was too hard. A~ B c D E
2. It was difficult to learn all the Lnformatxoﬁ. A B c D E
3. It was usually clear to me what I was SUpposed ,
to do for class. - y , ‘ A B c D - E
What qasbthe teacher like? '(Teacher Affect) ' . s
4. The teacher was an;enthusiastic‘ahd warm person. A B C D E
5. The teacher was prepared (ready) for class. A B C D E ‘

6. The teacher really wanted to see the whole class

‘improve. . S A B c D E
7. The teacher was not very interested in the :
~ students. v . A B c D E
8. The teacher was interesting. A B c D E
9. The teacher praised good work. A B C +vD E
Was the teacher clear, organized, and understandable? (Teacher 1
Skill) ‘ ' | - .
10. The teacher explained things clearly. A - B C D E
11. The teacher used many examples. - A B . C D E
12. The teacher explaxned new words and new ideas _
‘'very well. A B c D E
~"13.: The teacher s lecture was well organlzed and ' _
easy to understand. A "B c p CE
14. The teacher answered questions clearly. ., A B C D E
15. The teacher created a good feellng in the . '
classroom. , A B c D E
Overall? (Overall _Rating) .
16. This was an excellent class. ' - A B C D E
17. 1 would tell my friends to take a class from , : '
this teacher. The teacher was a good teacher. A B c D \ E

18.. I would tell my f;lends to take this class. A. B c D E

60




, Did ybu actively participate in the class?

. 20.

1.

21.

22.

23.

(Perceived Participation)*

The teacher called on students durxng the class. A B

The teacher used etudenta ideas. A B

The teacher asked student to summarize

the lesson. : ‘A B

The teacher said ‘that students would be rEqUIred

to participate in class. : A B

The teacher welcomed student commentSI A B
/

[y

" *Ttem 22 not included; employed for Perceived Structure.

53-




54

[
-
'Y I‘ -~
- .
FN
- 3
.
.
- l
%
i “
B
* . 3
' '
' . -
%
- ‘ .
.
u N
R ) .
.y e . .
. . ,
NAME . ,
TN .
i ]
TEST OF PHOTOGRAPHY KNOWLEDGE .
s - ’ : . . ’ i
. Y ) :
. , )
: T
- . ‘ v R
'. ; . ’
- : )
« '
' w’) '
! i : ’ ) .
% “ v ‘, B
v . N
f -
K
‘ -
‘
! ]
)
B
\. v .
., )
s
4 ¢
\ v.'. ,
f
y . R
« .
2
!
\ - 3 i
y . )
.
» LT R
N .
Y
+
4 -
- ' ) y
’ - -
‘\. -,
B4 - -
* |
. f . A
°
- ) ¢ ] ’ - .
; . .o - :
L4
- . , . , .

EMC ) . | | K o . . ‘, | " ’ . P

) - T———— . : . . : . a0 s - N
. . . . . . .o ' LY




. . . . L ; - %
1. The view flnder is used to élm the camera. ' )
) 2. | F_ - numbers are numbers whlch te11 the 31ze of the 1ens pening:
35b ‘The tad;_‘fxnder shows a double image or- splxt image for an out- »
of-chus subJect. X . , T .
4., A mov1e camera takeg at least 18 vpxcturee each second.
5. The camera ___x is a ilght txght box. . ; . 1 A
6. The XL shutter settxng is 'used for d1m1y lighted subJects. | -
7. The shutter and film advance are parts of a movie camera‘that are K |
. different from a stll camera. : : L. S } L ’
. 8. The lene ogening controlé the amount of light thatwentets ‘the camera. e "y

.

. ‘ - s

"9, Simple cameras have small 1ens openlngs and do not require focusxng

"'10. The lens lens focuses Tight to form an 1mage. . ; j,«~ S ’ dff

11. The film advance moves the exposed film out of the way, and replaces B g
it with unexposed film. ‘ _ . A T : .

. '

. 12. ‘An electric eye automatically sets the 1ens opening or shutter speed ‘

for you. : . : . - . |
- <l ) - |

‘ ~ 13. When you increase the size of the lens openxng, ybu decrease the : ;
- range of distance that is in focus. :

.

14, It is mOre 1mportant to focus accurately when you increase the size
o / of the lens opening. * 7

15. The lens collects light reflécted from the subject. - PR
s 16. The distance scale is set for the numbe; of feet oL, meters between
the camera and the subject. ‘ } - o

A B v
)

17. The shutter controls the. 1ength of time the lxght enters, the camera. , 0o

19. Light touches the f11m‘form;ng an 1ny131§1e image called an exposure. ' . _ ‘ﬁ

~ . .
\

eRIC 3




»

APPENDIX B

Simple Correlations Between Each. .

Aptitude ‘and Criterion Measure for Each

Instructional Condition
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Simple Correlations Between Perceived Difficulty Ratings
and -Each Aptitude in Each Treatment

Table Bl

57

‘ Aptitude
Hanif;st‘ | )

Treatment o n Anxiety. Externality Internality

‘ N .
High Str/High Par . 12 -.18 .40 -.29
High Str/Low Par 14 - ' .13 T .21
Low Str/Low Par 16 43 .43 -.62
Low Str/High Par 12 .36 C .34 ~-.54
Low Structure 28 <40% .38* =.53%%
High Structure 27, .04 22 -.06
Low Perticipation 30 .55 .30 7;06,
High Participation 25 .08 .36 -.39% °

. *p{ .05, 2-tailed test
**p¢ .01, 2-tailed test

N
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§imple Correlations Between Teacher Affect Ratings and Each
- Aptitude in Each Treatment

Table B2-

o

High Participatien

. Apti;udé
’ Manifest
Treatment n Anxiety - Externality Intgrnality
High Str/High Par 13 15 -.08 -.62
High Str/Low Par 14 -.13 .38 _ =22 -
" Low Str/Low Par 16 L70%* - .24 .18
Low Str/High Par 12 -.64% . —;15 ' } .65%
Low Structure - '28 .24 - .20 .25
High Structure 27 -.05 .23 : -.38%
'Low Participation 30 .22 .28 ’_.10
25 -.30 16 -.m

L3

*p{ .05, 2-tailed test
**p¢ .01, 2-tailed test
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Table B3

'Simple Correlations Between Teacher

Sk111 Ratlnga and Each Aptitude

- in Each Treatment.

59

. " Aptitude
ﬁanifest _ : : :
Treatment B n Anxiety Externality Internality #
High Str/High Par -13 -.11 -.10 - -.33 X
nﬁgh Str)LowlPér 14 -.24 .57% -.41
Low Str/Low Par r 16 .60* -.22 .23
Low Str/High Par 12 -.25 .07 .29
Low Structure 28 .19 » .03 .09
High Structure 27 “.04 .33 -.33
Low Participation + 30 .11 .07 -.23
25 T -ar " -.03 -.05

-High Participation

*p( .05, 2-tailed test .

“*kpg¢ .01, 2-tailed test
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Simﬁle‘dorrelations Between Overall Ratings
- and Each Aptitude-in Each Treatment

-

‘ Table B4

60 i
\

o

& B

‘ Aptitude
A “‘Manifest _ ' _ .
IFeatment n ) Anxiety Externality Internality
High Str/ﬂigh Par 13 -.36 © . .53 . . ‘;ll )
High Str/Low Par 14 -.35 . . .33 .

Low Str/Low Par 16 L71kk a5 -2 v
Low Str/High Par 12 -.55 ..27 .37 |
Low sfructure 28 .17 .26 -~ =.01 ‘
High Struc ture 27 -.24 T bk -.14
Low Participation 30 | .16 ; : .16 -.40%
‘High-Participation 25 —.42% .29 .20

**p¢ .05, 2-tailed test 7
**p¢ .01, 2-tailed test

,a
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Table B5

"Simple Correlations Between the Knowledge ‘ ‘
. Test and Each Aptitude id Each Treatment s

Aptitude .
Manifest ' -
" Treatuent n Anxiety Externality Internality
High Str/Righ Par 13 -.08 -.63% .20
High Str/Low Par 14 -.35 29 ~.56%
Lo;r Si:r/)LowC Par 16 -.22 ' -.60% .32
Low Str/High Par 12 -.20 -0.10 ' -.08
Locw St:fuct:ure 28 -.21 -.28 01
High Structure 27 -.15 -.39% -.16 ‘
Low Participation 30. -.37*% -.42%, -..‘40* ’
High Participation 25 T =07 -.42% o ¢

*p .05, 2-tailed test
**p .01, 2-tailed test
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Table €1 . . ~ 7.
Percentage and Frequencies of Behaviors

¢for Classroom Structure by Student Partlcxpatlon
) Instructional Conditions

Instructlonal Condition

.High Sttucture High Structure

Low Structure
Low Partici-

Low Structure

High Partici- Low partici- "High Partici-

Total Across

pation ~ pation pation " pation Conditions
Behavior % F % - £ R £ % £ 3
Teacher. questions AR . "
individual student IAA 21 - 0 0 L 56. .27 0 0 "48
Teacher questions o - o . \} -
genetal w/ response 59 . 40 . 0 0 41 28 -0 0 687
Teacher questlons ’ : ' : - L ot . R
general comprehension - 64 14 "4 1 ‘ 32 7 : 0 0o 22 -
.Stedent,fihgerspell— ' f ' - ' , L |
ing critical words 80 4: 0 0 20 1 0 0 5 |
. ‘ _ . ‘ |
Student-initiated . |
questions reggrdlng @ |
- Compwnication 25 1 0 0 75 3 0 0 4 " |
- Conceptual _ ' ‘
* Clarification 54 15 0 0 46 13 0 0 28
_Personal / E
- Experience 41/ 7 0 0 59 10 0 17
Teacher transitions 50 8 50 8 0 . 0 . 0 0 16
Student tfansitipns 0 ? 0 T S 0
Teacher emphasizes ' : ) .
important points . ' 57 4 43 . 3 0 0 0 0 7
Teacher uses mime/ - , . ’ ' : ‘ "
concept. signs 79 . 59 21 16 o, -0 -0 0 75§ )
Teacher . summarizes ¢ ’ T - . . _
content 57 A 43 3 -0 0 0 -0 7
Student summarizes ' - _ ? ' o N
content 100 22 . 0 0 0 0 0 0 22 .
Teacher tells ‘ ) B ‘
" goals/objectives "Yes Yes No ' No -
Teacher tells ) : - z : ! _ i
expected behaviors Yes.. Yes .+ No ‘No -
Test items covered , L N - ) .
by instruc. content Yes . Yes . "Yes [} Yes . -
R ) < \ . ”,
. S~
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"Table C2 T
Summary>of Pa;ticibation-by—S;qucture Analyses " ‘
i - of Variapce On. All Variables ’ .‘
- Instructional Variable B T
Participation .(P) " Structure (s) . P xS
Dependent . ‘ , o . ¢
Variable = : . df - " F. ; , df- ‘F : . df F. .

Background ‘Variables

Year in College 1,49 8 1,49 .3 1,49 .9
Reading Ability .~ 1,49 .23 1,49 | .38 2,070 1,49
Simultaneous e ' y | o . .
Communication 1,49 - 7.83 . 1,49 .73 1,49 497
Aptitude Measures ’ ' S : .
Manifest Anxiety . 1,49 .8 - 1,49 .3 - 1,49 .9
Externality 1,69 T 1,49 2.0 1,49 .1
Internality 1,49 .- 1.1 1,49 1.6 C 1,49 1.1
" Student 'Racings
Perceived g ' e . ‘ :
Difficulty . 1,46 .3 1,46 1.0 . 1,46 .2
Teacher Affect 1,46 2.3 | 1,46 1.3 , . 1,46~ .001 "
Teacher Skill 1,46  9.6%* © 1,46 1.7% - . 1,46 1.7.
- Overall rating 1,51  5.6% _ 1,51 4.5* 1,51 . .4 : X
Perceived . . 2 : , iy
_ Participation 1,51  40,5%* A 1,51 1.3 1,51 A a
. Perceived ' : ‘ R o . ’
Structure ; 1,51 2.7 1,51 -10.6%% - 1,51 .1 )
. Test Score .1,51 2,27 1,51 16.2%% 1,51 .03
| Test Time 1,51 .1 | 1,51 32.8%% . 1,51 » 15.51%*
. ‘Instrucfion‘ ‘ ' S o ’
- Time 1,54 W 1,54 k- 1,54 561.08%*

"-)*p(I.OS A. .o ‘ ‘ ‘ . . - B
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‘Table C3 “
Means, Standard. Deviations and n's-for the- .
Participation by Structure Conditions

Instructional Condition ) ' 2

/ High Structire - Low Structure .
High Participation Low Participation . High Participation Low Participatio

?

Variable Means _, - SD . n Means - SD .n Means. SD n | Means - SD n
Baékg;ound Variables T ' ' -
Year in . T ¢ ) , . : A
College 1.78 .89 14 2.43 1.50 14 . 2.28 .99 14 .2.19  1.47 16
Reading ~ - ) . o ) o
Ability .- © 9,74, 1.32" 12 . 9.8 ;1.32 12 10.23 .91 13 9.44 1.25 16
Simultaneous. I : ( ' o o - .
Communication 84.33 12.26 12 72.54 \16.59 11 83.67 15.67 12 76.75 11359 16
Aptitude Measures . I ’
Manifest ' : . ' : .
Anxiety 18.17 " 4.06 12 12.43 : 6.69 .14 16.31 6.37 13 16.64 5.97 14
. Externality 2.58 .43 13 2.46 .48 14 2.83 .50 14 2.58 .63 16
. Internality - 3.57 .70 13 3.57, .54 14 3.63 .66° 114 3.94 .35 16
" Student Ratings . |
’  Perceived ‘ =
* Dpifficulty:  2.95 ~ .54 13 2.76 .56 14 3.00 .53 12 3.02 .61 16
.= Teacher ) ' ' ‘ ‘ N ' o
Affect -3.76 47 13 3.48 .66 14 . 3.60 .31 12 3.34° .54 16
Teacher : ‘ . | . v ' .t : . |
Skill 4.15 .56 13 3.68 71 14 - 4.08 .60 12 " 3.31 .67 16
overall n - ‘ . . " ‘ . : -
Rating . 3.82 .59 13 ’3.50 .61 14 ., 3.56 .67 12 3.00 . .80 16
Perceived ) o R SR : S
Participation 4.06 .43 13 2.88 .82 14 . 3.92 - .40 12 ©2.58 .98 16
Perceived . g v ‘ - ' : .
. Structure 3.69 1.11 13 3.14 1.17 14 2.67 .78 12 . 2.25 1.18’16,
 Test Score 25,00 10:02 13  20.50 11.48 14  13.50 11.35 12 9.9 7.70 I6
Test Timeé 7.52 ‘- 1.30 13-  9.51 2.80 14 ., 6.73. 2.32 . 12 4.35 - 1.47 16
Instruction ' ’ ' ‘

.. Time 50.00 - .00 14 33.90 .00 14  43.55 .00 14  27.00 .00 16

Y

-
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